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Before McM LLI AN, FAGG and LCKEN, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Lorenzo Martin Devine appeals the district court’s order
revoking Devine's supervised release and inposing a term of
i nprisonnment followed by a period of supervised rel ease. In a
brief filed under Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967),
counsel contends Devine's revocation hearing was untinely under

Federal Rule of Crimnal Procedure 32.1(a)(2). The record does not
support counsel’s contention, see United States v. Blunt, 680 F.2d
1216, 1219 (8th G r. 1982), and Devine suffered no prejudice from
the delay before his federal revocation hearing, see United States
v. Chakl ader, 987 F.2d 75, 76-77 (1st Cr. 1993) (per curiam; cf.
United States v. Smith, 80 F.3d 1188, 1191-92 (7th Cr. 1996).
Counsel also contends the district court |acked authority to inpose

a puni shnent that conbined inprisonnment and supervi sed rel ease on



revocation of Devine's original supervised release term however,
this argunment is foreclosed by our decision in United States v.




Love, 19 F.3d 415, 416 (8th Cr.), cert. denied, 115 S. . 434
(1994). Based on our review of the record, we find no nonfrivol ous
i ssue for appeal. See Penson v. Chio, 488 U S. 75, 80 (1988). W
thus affirmthe district court.
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